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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-14, 16-29, 31-55 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Biesheuvel et al (WO 03/050045) in view of Sergio et al (US 
2003/0159447). The instant application is drawn to a water treatment apparatus for 
dispensing mineral water as a beverage, and a cleaning assembly for such unit. 
Biesheuvel discloses the claimed water treatment apparatus with a tap water inlet, 
mineral dosing unit, water processing means, and a control device 24 which performs 
water processing programs (figures 1-4, claims 1-35). Biesheuvel does not disclose a 
cleaning assembly provided to the unit for completing a sanitation program. Sergio 
discloses a beverage dispenser with an integral sanitation unit 30 for performing a 
prescribed cleaning process on the water treatment apparatus. Item 31 constitutes a 
cleaning agent vessel, from which cleaning agent can be supplied. Sergio discloses 
that the sanitation unit 30 is controlled by central processing unit 10, which is the same 
control unit that controls the water processing methods. It would have been obvious at 
the time of invention to modify Biesheuvel and include sanitation means, as taught by 
Sergio, in order to sanitize the water processing machine. 
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3. Both Biesheuvel and Sergio disclose water inlets to the processing apparatus. 
However, Sergio does not disclose an inlet to the cleaning agent tank 31 . However, 
considering that a supply of water is necessary, such a modification is considered to be 
routine. Furthermore, one of ordinary skill would readily see the advantage to utilizing 
the same water source for both inlets, by means of a branch or valve, in order to 
conserve space and materials. Thus, such a modification is considered to be within the 
scope of Sergio's disclosure. 

4. The cleaning system of Sergio is depicted as being connected with the water 
supply apparatus downstream of the inlet 1 . Sergio also teaches that the cleaning 
agent travels through duct 34 to a delivery nozzle. Sergio does not limit his device to 
one point of connection. Examiner believes it to be obvious to connect the sanitation 
device upstream of the process components to be cleaned, in order for the water 
producing device to be cleaned. This is considered to be well within the skill of one 
practicing the art. If the connection was downstream of those components, they would 
not be cleaned. 

5. None of the devices of Biesheuvel or Sergio are disclosed as being purely 
mechanical and not running off of a common energy source. Thus, terminals for 
electrical energy are considered to be obvious, if not inherent, in both of the prior art 
teachings. Furthermore, control units generally include CPUs and circuit boards that 
require electrical energy to function properly. Such modifications are considered to be 
within the scope of Biesheuvel and Sergio, and are considered to be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill. 
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6. Biesheuvel makes numerous references to filters (items 1 0 and 42) for water 
purification in the water processing unit. These filters remove sediment, rust, odorants, 
and microorganisms. These filters may be reverse osmosis membranes, ion exchange 
mechanisms, distillation devices, or carbon filters. Including such a filter or purification 
means in the cleaning apparatus is considered to be obvious, as it would provide the 
very same benefits as providing a filter to the water processing apparatus. One would 
not want to clean a system with dirty water, thus including a filter or purification device is 
considered to be obvious to one of ordinary skill. 

7. Sergio teaches fluid outlet 15, and teaches that the cleaning fluid outlet 34 is 
upstream of outlet 15. Thus, the cleaning fluid is entirely capable of flushing the 
delivery nozzle 15, and is therefore capable of cleaning the device's outlet conduits. 

8. Claims 1 5, 30, 56 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Biesheuvel et al (WO 03/050045) in view of Sergio et al (US 2003/0159447) and further 
in view of Carhuff et al. As stated previously, the combination of Biesheuvel in view of 
Sergio obviates the above claims. However neither of the two references teaches an 
outflow from the processing unit that flows into the cleaning unit. However, this 
arrangement is considered to be conventional in cleaning equipment (especially that of 
food related products). Carhuff teaches a clean-in-place design for a food or beverage 
dispenser. Specifically, Carhuff teaches a reservoir 980 that supplies various cleaning 
solutions to the processing equipment. The fluid is capable of recirculating back to the 
cleaning equipment, and to a common drain (items 940/941, paragraphs 121-141). 
Thus, there is a flow path from the cleaning equipment to the devices to be cleaned, 
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and then back to the cleaning equipment for waste disposal. This structure reads on 
the outflow and outflow inlet of claims 15, 30, and 56. It would have been obvious at the 
time of invention to modify Biesheuvel in view of Sergio, and further include a 
recirculation device and drain, as taught by Carhuff, in order to clean the water 
processing equipment. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JASON HECKERT whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-2702. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon. to Friday, 9:00 - 5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Barr can be reached on (571)272-1414. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Michael Barr/ 
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